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Art Unit: 2178 

DETAILED ACTION 



Background 

1. This FINAL Office Action is responsive to the following communications: 
Amendment filed on 4/1 1/2007 . 

2. Claims 1-18 are pending in this case/Applicant amended claim 16. Claim 
1 is independent in form. 

3. Arguments concerning the Examiner's rejections of claims 1-18, made 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in the previous Office Action (dated 10/11/2006) have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive for the reasons set forth hereunder. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. §103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not 
identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of 
this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought 
to be patented and the prior art are . such that the subject matter 
as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was 
made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by 
the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 



over ViewSonic (Publication # A-CD-ViewPad 1000-1, 2001) in view of Wonderware 
(FactorySuite InTouch User's Guide, June 2001). 
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As to independent claim 1, ViewSonic teaches a tablet personal computer 
system including: a human-machine interface ("touch screen," pp. 24, 2nd paragraph), 
including a touch-sensitive display region ("thin membrane on top of the LCD display 
that responds to mechanical pressure on the screen's surface." pp. 24, 3rd paragraph), 
integrated into a tablet personal computer (Figure 1, pp. 5); a wireless communication 
resource (built-in 802.11b Wi-Fi LAN adapter, pp. 4, 2nd paragraph ). ViewSonic does 
not expressly disclose a set of one or more application programs relating to supervisory 
control of industrial processes, wherein the application programs interact with a user 
via a set of tablet PC interface services associated with the human-machine interface. 
Wonderware is cited for teaching the set of one or more application programs relating 
to supervisory control ("It allows Managers and Supervisors the ability to view a HMI 
application process in real time." pp. v, Under FactoryFocus) of industrial processes 
(i.e.'TnTouch provides a notification system to inform operators of process and system 
conditions." pp. ii, Under Special InTouch Features), wherein the application programs 
interact with a user ("You can also make the pump symbol a touch-sensitive 
pushbutton that the operator can... touch [u]sing a touch screen[,] to turn the pump on 
and off." pp. 5-1, 1st paragraph) via a set of tablet PC interface services associated with 
the human-machine interface (e.g."InTouch services, Wonderware Logger, Wonderware 
SuiteLink and Wonderware NetDDE Helper..." pp. A-7, 1st paragraph). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have used Wonderware's "InTouch" application programs relating to supervisory 
control of industrial processes in ViewSonic's "ViewPad 1000 Tablet PC" system, 
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wherein the application programs interact with a user via a set of tablet PC interface 
services associated with the human-machine interface, because Wonderware expressly 
teaches the use of Microsoft Windows CE client devices (pp. 10-18, last paragraph), that 
were at the time the invention was made, well known to run on tablet computers. The 
teachings were especially suggestive in light of the desirability of having a feature 
commonly associated with tablet PC's, namely, a touch screen (e.g/'touch screen" pp. 5- 
1, 1st paragraph). Furthermore, those ordinarily skilled in art would have been 
motivated to seek out more efficient tablets to be used with Wonderware in view of the 
expressed art recognized problem (e.g."... a device that uses Microsoft Windows CE as 
its operating system will not operate as quickly as the same device would if it used 
Linux...", (emphasis added)(pp. 10-18, last paragraph) of the speed of tablets. Finally, at 
the time the invention was made, there was a reasonable expectation of success since 
Wonderware made the express recommendation ("we recommend the following 
hardware and software:" pp. vi) to use an identical operating system as that of the 
ViewSonic tablet ("Microsoft Windows 2000," pp. vi; see also "InTouch runs on Microsoft 
Windows 2000..." pp. vii, Under: Installing InTouch). Accordingly, the combined 
teachings of the references, as a whole, would have suggested to those of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the inventions was made that the use of ViewSonic's ViewPad 
1000 (Tablet PC) in conjunction with Wonderware's "InTouch" application is a desirable 
advantage. 

As to dependent claim 2, ViewSonic teaches the limitations of claim 1, as 
previously addressed above with regard to claim 1. ViewSonic further teaches that the 
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human-machine interface includes an electronic pen user interface ("The cursor on the 
screen is controlled using the stylus." pp. 24, 3rd paragraph). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have 
used the electronic pen user interface of ViewSonic with Wonderware's "InTouch" 
application for the explicit reasons discussed herein above. 

As to dependent claim 3, ViewSonic and Wonderware teach the limitations of 
claim 2, as previously addressed above with regard to claim 2. Furthermore, ViewSonic 
teaches the handwriting recognition software ("PenOffice adds natural handwriting 
recognition capability to your ViewPad 1000 that works for all hand writing styles - 
cursive, print, or mixed... Pen strokes written in any application window are analyzed 
by PenOffice." pp. 31). 

As to dependent claim 4, ViewSonic and Wonderware teach the limitations of 
claim 2, as previously addressed above with regard to claim 2. Furthermore, ViewSonic 
expressly teaches the handwriting input recognition panel (i.e. the area on "the screen 
[where] drawing on the screen as handwriting interprets it then send the result to the 
active application window..." pp. 32; i.e. the "...LCD display that responds to 
mechanical pressure on the screen's surface..." pp. 24, 3rd paragraph). 

As to dependent claim 5, ViewSonic and Wonderware teach the limitations of 
claim 2, as previously addressed above with regard to claim 2. ViewSonic further 
teaches the annotation functionality ("ScreenDraw Mode" pp. 32, 2nd & 3rd paragraph) 
enabling capture and annotation ("...writing, highlighting, or drawing..." pp. 32, 2nd 
paragraph), using the electronic pen user interface ("The cursor on the screen is 
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controlled using the stylus." pp. 24, 3rd paragraph), of a view displayed ("...intended 
drawing area..." pp.32, 2nd paragraph) on the tablet personal computer ("PenOffice 
adds a natural handwriting recognition capability to your ViewPad 1000..." pp. 31, 1st 
paragraph)(emphasis added). 

As to dependent claim 6, ViewSonic and Wonderware teach the limitations of 
claim 1, as previously addressed above with regard to claim 1. ViewSonic, further 
teaches the review, edit, and annotation functionality ("ScreenDraw Mode" pp. 32, 2nd 
& 3rd paragraph) enabling capture and annotation ("...writing, highlighting, or 
drawing..." pp. 32, 2nd paragraph), using the electronic pen user interface ("The cursor 
on the screen is controlled using the stylus." pp. 24, 3rd paragraph), of a view displayed 
("...intended drawing area..." pp.32, 2nd paragraph). ViewSonic does not teach the 
application program being used for supporting a collaborative design functionality for 
industrial process control. Wonderware is cited for teaching the application programs 
used for supporting the collaborative design functionality ("Administrators have access 
to system management tools and can perform all administrative tasks, including 
software installation, as if they were performing them locally at the server." PplO-6, 
3rd full paragraph; see also "Terminal Services extends the model of distributed 
computing by allowing computers to operate as both thin clients and full-featured 
personal computers simultaneously." pp. ii, Under special InTouch features; see also 
"Alarms can be acknowledged on the local InTouch node or from a remote node on the 
network." pp. ii, Under: Enhanced Distributed Alarm System) for industrial process 
control ("...HMI application processes]," pp. v, Under Factory Focus). It would have 
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been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have used the application programs used for supporting the collaborative design 
functionality for industrial process control with ViewSonic as taught in Wonderware 
because, in addition to the motivations addressed with regard to claim 1 above, 
ViewSonic contains teachings directed toward the same problem of "server-based 
computing" (pp. 30, Under Citrix ICA Client) and suggests it "...enables your ViewPad 
1000 to function as a terminal when connected to a server... When [the] connection is 
established, you can access applications and work with files as if you were working at 
[the] server itself." (pp. 30, Under Citrix ICA Client). Moreover, Wonderware 
specifically suggests the use of ICA ("ICA provides greater flexibility than RDP, with 
client software available for Unix, Linux, OS/2, DOS, Windows CE, PDA, Java, and 
Macintosh, in addition to Windows 3.11/95/98/NT and Windows 2000. ..The ICA 
protocol is fully supported by Windows 2000" pp. 10-4, mid. page). Accordingly, the 
combined teachings of the references, as a whole, would have suggested to those of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the inventions was made that the use of 
ViewSonic's ViewPad 1000 (Tablet PC) in conjunction with Wonderware's Intouch 
application is a desirable advantage. 

As to dependent claim 7, ViewSonic and Wonderware teach the limitations of 
claim 1, as previously addressed above with regard to claim 1. ViewSonic fails to teach 
the set of applications to include a production management application program 
supporting access to a set of databases. However, Wonderware teaches that the set of 
applications includes a production management application program ("...these 
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applications in your production environment..." pp. 10- 19, 2nd to last paragraph) 
supporting access to a set of databases ("...capabilities of the standard InTouch history 
by allowing remote retrieval of data from multiple historical databases 
simultaneously." Pp. 3-26, Under Distributed History). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have used 
Wonderware's "InTouch" application programs supporting access to a set of database 
that relate to production management in ViewSonic's "ViewPad 1000 Tablet PC" system 
because: (1) Wonderware suggests its "InTouch" application for use on the same 
Windows 2000 operating system as ViewSonic's "ViewPad 1000 Tablet PC" ("...InTouch 
[is] the quickest and easiest way to create human machine interface (HMI) applications 
for the Microsoft Windows 2000... operating systems..." pp. i, 1st paragraph); which (2) 
executes, among other things, InTouch's "Application Manager" Microsoft Windows 
application, (""...database utilities are also launched from the Application Manager." 
pp. i, 5th paragraph); and (3) Wonderware further suggests ViewSonic's hardware 
functionality and software configuration ("...touch-sensitive display windows. These 
display windows can be connected... Microsoft Windows applications." pp. i, 6th 
paragraph). 

As to dependent claim 8, ViewSonic and Wonderware teach the limitations of 
claim 1, as previously addressed above with regard to claim 1. ViewSonic fails to teach 
the set of application programs to include application verification software for 
confirming proper design logic by setting values and observing statuses of controlled 
equipment. Wonderware teaches that the set of application programs includes 
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application verification software ("Distributed Alarm System", pp. 7-35, 1st paragraph) 
for confirming proper design logic ("The options are verified for proper entries..." pp. 7- 
44, 2nd paragraph) by setting values ("input", pp. 7-44, 2nd paragraph) and observing 
statuses of controlled equipment (InTouch has two types of notifications to inform 
operators of process activity: Alarms and Events." Pp.7-7, 1st paragraph). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have used Wonderware's "InTouch" application, which includes verification software, in 
ViewSonic's "ViewPad 1000 Tablet PC" system because Wonderware teaches the 
desirability to use a "touch-sensitive" (pp. 5-10, 1st paragraph) screen with the 
verification software for confirming proper design logic ("They allow the operator to 
input data into the system... the operator may turn a valve on or off, enter a new alarm 
setpoint, run a complex logic script or log on using text strings, and so on." Pp. 5-10, 1st 
paragraph) and coupled with the motivations previously discussed, with respect to 
claim 1, suggested as a whole, that the running "InTouch" on ViewSonic's Tablet PC 
hardware would have been sought-after especially in light of the specific articulation for 
ViewSonic's operating system coupled with its touch screen functionality ("The operator 
[can] activate [the] touch-sensitive pushbutton by[:] touching the object (when using a 
touch screen)..." (pp. 5-10, 3rd paragraph). 

As to dependent claim 9, ViewSonic and Wonderware teach the limitations of 
claim 1, as previously addressed above with regard to claim 1. ViewSonic fails to teach 
the set of application programs includes application software enabling data entry for 
controlling a plant floor device. However, Wonderware teaches that the set of 
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application programs includes application software enabling data entry ("For example, 
an operator could enter a setpoint value of 0-300 GPM in a data entry window and have 
a value of 6400-32000 transmitted to the PLC register." pp.4- 104, mid. page) for 
controlling a plant floor device ("plant floor"> pp 4-57, 1st paragraph). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have used Wonderware's "InTouch" application, which includes application software 
enabling data entry, in ViewSonic's "ViewPad 1000 Tablet PC" system because, in 
addition rational set forth in treatment of claim l,Wonderware suggests further 
suggests the same functionality for the same operating system ("an operator could enter 
a setpoint value [and that] This is always valid when the InTouch program is acting as 
the client (either requesting data from or sending data to another Windows program)." 
pp.4-104, mid. page). 

As to dependent claim 10, ViewSonic and Wonderware teach the limitations of 
claim 1, as previously addressed above with regard to claim 1. ViewSonic, further 
taught an integrated camera ("The built-in camera allows you to record video and take 
still photos." pp. 26, Under Using the Digital Camera), and wherein the set of 
application programs includes application software supporting capturing an image 
("Camera Utility Software" pp.26, Under Using the Digital Camera ) and further 
annotating ("...writing, highlighting, or drawing..." pp. 32, 2nd paragraph) the 
captured image ("...part of the screen to be saved... as a bitmap", pp. 32, Under 
ScreenDraw mode). 
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As to dependent claims 11-12, ViewSonic and Wonderware teach the 
limitations of claim 10, as previously addressed above with regard to claim 10. 
ViewSonic, further taught that the integrated camera a is both a still image camera 
and a video camera. ("The built-in camera allows you to record video and take still 
photos." 26, Under Using the Digital Camera)(emphasis added). 

As to dependent claim 13, ViewSonic and Wonderware teach the limitations of 
claim 1, as previously addressed above with regard to claim 1. ViewSonic fails to teach 
that the set of application programs includes application software for receiving data 
input for entry into a database. However, Wonderware did teach that the set of 
application programs includes application software (e.g.'Alarm DB Logger," pp. 7-82, 
Under Alarm DB Logger Utility) for receiving data input for entry into a database ("The 
Alarm DB Logger Configuration Utility provides you with the ability to... Create the 
necessary SQL tables in the database... "pp 7-83, top of page; see also "The 
.AlarmUserDefNuml, AlarmUserDefNum2, and AlarmUserDefStr dotfields allow you 
to assign one or more values to be attached to the alarm record when it is reported. 
These values are written to the database..." pp 7-68, 1st paragraph). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have used Wonderware's "InTouch" application, which includes software for receiving 
data input for entry into a database, in ViewSonic's "ViewPad 1000 Tablet PC" system 
because, in addition to the reasons set forth above in the treatment of claim 1, 
Wonderware further teaches that "The InTouch Distributed Alarm system includes the 
Alarm DB Logger utility that logs alarms and events to Microsoft SQL Server and/or 



Application/Control Number: 10/680,542 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2178 

Microsoft Data Engine (MSDE) ." pp. 7-82, Under Alarm DB Logger Utility), which were 
Microsoft Applications that, at the time the invention was made, were known to run on 
the Microsoft Windows 2000 operating system. 

As to dependent claims 14-15, ViewSonic and Wonderware teach the 
limitations of claim 1, as previously addressed above with regard to claim 1. ViewSonic 
fails to teach that the set of application programs includes application software 
facilitating either online or offline data analysis. Wonderware teaches that the set of 
application programs includes application software facilitating either online or offline 
data analysis ("InTouch is designed to support both stand-alone and distributed 
applications." pp 3-1, 1st paragraph). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to have used Wonderware's "InTouch" 
application, which includes software facilitating either online or offline data analysis, in 
ViewSonic's "ViewPad 1000 Tablet PC" system because, in addition to the reasons set 
forth in the treatment of claim 1, Viewsonic suggests "Stand-alone applications are 
generally easier to configure, with minimal to no networking, and require only simple 
maintenance." (pp 3-1, 1st paragraph). 

As to dependent claims 16-17, ViewSonic and Wonderware teach the 
limitations of claim 1, as previously addressed above with regard to claim 1. ViewSonic 
further teaches that the set of application programs includes application software 
incorporating a user interface for selectively capturing (see Camera Image Window, 
Figure 17; see also "Click camera icon..." pp. 27, item #4; see also "Adjust Resolution 
icon" pp. 27, last paragraph) and annotating via handwritten input real time 
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information ("...writing, highlighting, or drawing..." pp. 32, 2nd paragraph). ViewSonic 
does not teach the application program being used for end-of-shift events. Wonderware 
further teaches performing software related tasks at the end of a shift ("End-of-Shift 
event." pp. 10-15 Under Script Execution). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have used Wonderware's 
"InTouch" application, which includes software for receiving data input for entry into a 
database, in ViewSonic's 'ViewPad 1000 Tablet PC" system because, in addition to the 
reasons set forth above in the treatment of claim 1, Wonderware further teaches using 
the "InTouch" software along with video and its scripts for end-of-shift events 
("...excessive video processing or when several applications have the same script 
triggers defined such as an End-of-Shift event." pp. 10-15 Under Script Execution). 

As to dependent claim 18, ViewSonic and Wonderware teach the limitations of 
claim 1, as previously addressed above with regard to claim 1. ViewSonic further to 
teaches user authentication mechanisms ("It is recommended that you require users to < 
press Ctrl-Alt-Delete before logging on. This ensures password security and helps 
protect the system from harmful programs." pp. 36, Figure 25). 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant arguments 1 with respect to the Objection cited by the Examiner 
in the previous Office Action (dated 10/11/2006), concerning the Examiner's rejections 
of claims 1-18, made under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) have been fully considered but are not 
persuasive. 
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I. ARGUMENTS AGAINST THE REFERENCES 
INDIVIDUALLY. 

Applicant argues that, 

The prior art version of InTouch® HMI application upon which the 
Office Action relies, while capable of running on a PC running 
Windows CE, did not interact with a user via a set of tablet PC 
interface services (e.g., electronic pen). In other words, the InTouch® 
HMI application operated on all devices as though the hardware 
platform was a stationary computer system. 2 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 
(CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

II. CLAIMS MUST BE INTERPRETED AS BROADLY AS THEIR 
TERMS REASONABLY ALLOW. 

Applicant argues that, "Applicants do not agree that at the time of the invention 
Wonderware's InTouch® application interacted with users via a set of tablet PC 
interface services." 

However, this contention does not find support in view of the fact that the 
application as filed does not support the terminology tablet PC interface services in the 
same way Applicant is arguing. As an initial matter, it is noted that although claims of 
issued patents are interpreted in light of the specification, prosecution history, prior art 
and other claims, this is not the mode of claim interpretation to be applied during 



1 See REMARKS Section of the Amendment filed 4/11/2007 at p. 5-9. 
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examination. During examination, the claims must be interpreted as broadly as their 
terms reasonably allow. 3 This means that the words of the claim must be given their 
plain meaning unless the plain meaning is inconsistent with the specification. 4 

The closest description is that n [t]he common services include a pen input panel 
for the entry/capture of handwritten input." 5 ViewSonic teaches the handwriting 
recognition software ("PenOffice adds natural handwriting recognition capability to 
your ViewPad 1000 that works for all hand writing styles - cursive, print, or 
mixed... Pen strokes written in any application window are analyzed by 
PenOffice." pp. 31)(emphasis added). 

III. PREDICTABILITY OF THE RESULT OF THE 
COMBINATION SUGGESTS OBVIOUSNESS. 

Applicant argues that M [t]he prior art InTouch® application did not include the 
features described by Applicants with reference to FIGs. 4 and 5, and thus the 
functionality of the prior art InTouch® application is not enhanced by modifying its 
code to support exploitation of tablet PC interface services such as those provided by 
the ViewSonic tablet PC." 

In response the Examiner contends, that in addition to the Graham factors used 
in making the obviousness rejection above, "[t]he combination of familiar elements 
according to known methods is likely to be obvious when it does no more than yield 

2 M at p. 5. 

3 In re American Academy, of Science Tech Center, 367 F.3d 1359, 1369, 70 USPQ2d 1827, 1834 (Fed. 
Cir. 2004). 

4 In re Zletz, 893 F.2d 319, 321, 13 USPQ2d 1320, 1322 (Fed. Cir. 1989); Chef America, Inc. v. Lamb- 
Weston, Inc., 358 F.3d 1371, 1372, 69 USPQ2d 1857 (Fed. Cir. 2004). 
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predictable results." 6 The resulting combination InTouch® and Wonderware and the 
suggested used of PenOffice which adds Pen strokes written in any application window 
yields a predictable result. Furthermore, references to figures 4 and 5 are not claimed, 
"In determining whether the subject matter of a patent claim is obvious, neither the 
particular motivation nor the avowed purpose of the -patentee controls. What matters is 
the objective reach of the claim. If the claim extends to what is obvious, it is invalid 
under §103." 7 

Conclusion 

6. All prior art made of record in this Office Action or as cited on form PTO- 
892 notwithstanding being relied upon, is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 
Therefore, Applicant is required under 37 CFR §1. 111(c) to consider these references 
fully when responding to this Office Action. 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the 
extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and 
any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date 



5 See Instant Applications Specification at p. 8, lines 10-11. 

6 KSR Int'l Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 127 S.Ct. 1727, 82 USPQ2d 1385, 1395 (April 30, 2007). 

7 Id. 127 S.Ct. at 1741-42, 82 USPQ2d at 1397. 
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of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire 
later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
Examiner should be directed to Samir Termanini at telephone number is (571) 270- 
1047. The Examiner can normally be reached from 9 A.M. to 6 P.M., Monday through 
Friday. 

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen S. Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about , the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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